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-The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
THE REPLY FILED 05 June 2006 FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE. 

1 . El The reply was filed after a final rejection, but prior to or on the same day as filing a Notice of Appeal. To avoid abandonment of 

this application, applicant must timely file one of the following replies: (1) an amendment, affidavit, or other evidence, which 
places the application in condition for allowance; (2) a Notice of Appeal (with appeal fee) in compliance with 37 CFR 41 .31 ; or (3) 
a Request for Continued Examination (RCE) in compliance with 37 CFR 1.114. The reply must be filed within one of the following 
time periods: 

a) The period for reply expires 3Lmonths from the mailing date of the final rejection. 

b) Q The period for reply expires on: (1) the mailing date of this Advisory Action, or (2) the date set forth in the final rejection, whichever is later. In 

no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of the final rejection. 

Examiner Note: If box 1 is checked, check either box (a) or (b). ONLY CHECK BOX (b) WHEN THE FIRST REPLY WAS FILED WITHIN 

TWO MONTHS OF THE FINAL REJECTION. See MPEP 706.07(f). 
Extensions of time may be obtained under 37 CFR 1 .136(a). The date on which the petition under 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) and the appropriate extension fee 
have been filed is the date for purposes of determining the period of extension and the corresponding amount of the fee. The appropriate extension fee 
under 37 CFR 1 .17(a) is calculated from: (1) the expiration date of the shortened statutory period for reply originally set in the final Office action; or (2) as 
set forth in (b) above, if checked. Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of the final rejection, even if timely filed, 
may reduce any earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 

2. □ The Notice of Appeal was filed on . A brief in compliance with 37 CFR 41 .37 must be filed within two months of the date of 

filing the Notice of Appeal (37 CFR 41 .37(a)), or any extension thereof (37 CFR 41 .37(e)), to avoid dismissal of the appeal. Since 
a Notice of Appeal has been filed, any reply must be filed within the time period set forth in 37 CFR 41 .37(a). 
AMENDMENTS 

3. D The proposed amendment(s) filed after a final rejection, but prior to the date of filing a brief, will not be entered because 

(a) □ They raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) □ They raise the issue of new matter (see NOTE below); 

(c) □ They are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying the issues for 

appeal; and/or 

(d) □ They present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 

NOTE: . (See 37 CFR 1.1 16 and 41.33(a)). 

4. □ The amendments are not in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121. See attached Notice of Non-Compliant Amendment (PTOL-324). 

5. □ Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): . 

6. CD Newly proposed or amended claim(s) would be allowable if submitted in a separate, timely filed amendment canceling the 

non-allowable claim (s). 

7. D For purposes of appeal, the proposed amendment(s): a) □ will not be entered, or b) □ will be entered and an explanation of 

how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 
The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 

Claim(s) allowed: . 

Claim(s) objected to: , 

Claim(s) rejected: . 

Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: . 

AFFIDAVIT OR OTHER EVIDENCE 

8. □ The affidavit or other evidence filed after a final action, but before or on the date of filing a Notice of Appeal will not be entered 

because applicant failed to provide a showing of good and sufficient reasons why the affidavit or other evidence is necessary and 
was not earlier presented. See 37 CFR 1.11 6(e). 

9. □ The affidavit or other evidence filed after the date of filing a Notice of Appeal, but prior to the date of filing a brief, will not be 

entered because the affidavit or other evidence failed to overcome ah rejections under appeal and/or appellant fails to provide a 
showing a good and sufficient reasons why it is necessary and was not earlier presented. See 37 CFR 41 .33(d)(1). 

10. □ The affidavit or other evidence is entered. An explanation of the status of the claims after entry is below or attached. 
REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION/OTHER 

1 1 . S The request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: 

See Continuation Sheet. 

12. □ Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s). (PTO/SB/08 or PTO-1449) Paper No(s). . 

13. □ Other: . 
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continuation of 1 1 does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: Applicant s arguments are not persuasive. 
F^nfi™ that rnnteTas teaches awav from venting and ozone destruction because of the desire to maintain "actively ozonated 
Applicant argues that Conte ^^s^ nSiw^aJMS ozone is output with the water, however, the Examiner would disagree. 
clTera^cSv SKsfi^ containing dissolved ozone in it's active state. It is well recognized in the art. 

^S^SSt!mS^^riM. that ozone having disinfecting properties has a half-life and will return to a more stable, non- 
fp ac «S 3e M J sS?e iod ofS Conteras' goal in maintaining "actively ozonated" water is to maintain water with ozone having 
T« S SLitS no an excess thereof which goal is clearly not teaching away from handling the excess ozone off-gas with 
1,3 ?" ! S ^mJLns See the aKctTf Conteras. column 1 . lines 15-55 and column 2. lines 10-15. Applicant also argues 

TSm'SSS^SS^ £S2 aSE£*SZ that the Burris system is a batch system, however, the Examiner would po nt 
oSttaiconSat aSows foSe/periodic or continuous ozonation, and the embodiment of Burris in Fig.5. discussed beginning at column 
5 ine 20? S r a Zi cula ting system. Applicant further argues that Burris is solely directed to purifying liquid not creating a 
hU nfprtinn touid however the Examiner would disagree and note that Burris clearly recites that application of the apparatus includes 
D ovS 2. lines 39-40. Applicant also argues that the Examiner's motivation to protect the user^ of the 

providing ais nT^imgiiquiub _ Conteras finds no basis in the references themselves, 

however the" strong* dt^an^ noS that Burris'clearly teaches the safety benefit of utilizing off-gas having means 

™^™mr™ ranse aoolication of that benefit is proper motivation for the combination. The Examiner would additionally note that 
and he common s ^se apPHcat.on or inai oene mi m h returning A to the tank would optimize the teachings of maintaining active 

S^eduS of the " fresh " ozone C ° n,inUeS - Th8 Examiner ,T ,d f " rth t er , 

note SmoSon is aS ptopeTwhen arrived at from knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the arl an the potential 
haza d of ozonf and the preferred destrction thereof before release into the atmosphere is knowledge generally available to one of 
ortinar^ r skm in the art Applicant also argues that rejection of claims 7-9 stating that the Exam.ner mjscharacter.zed the i teach ngs and 
nSTXXSJSi the activity of the positive displacement pump, but does not replace it. The Exam.ner would note that she d.d 

means , me ^ a ^' n ^ "' u f th t k Th combination with Burris properly provides the ozone reducer in that line and the ozone 
Scefof S?n^ W from reaching the reduction catalyst .^e co'umn 3 lines 

4d 56 and column 5 lines 20-36) Applicant argues that the limitation of claim 14 wherein the liquid source pressurizes the system .s not 
met howeve Se Examiner would pofnt to column 7. lines 35-41 of Burris which clearly teaches the use of either a pump or a pressurized 
2d source A^pHcS further argues that the waste line of claim 16 and the passage through a cuspidor as in claim 17 are not met 
Cver ^ he Examine? would ag*n point to column 7. lines 35-41 of Burris which teaches the prov,s.on of drain means and to the abstract 
ol f Conteras teaching the application of the water ozonation system for dental operatory procedures which .nstnnsically nclude the 

c ! „ „ «n2*S drain st ucture Aoolicant further argues that the ozone sensor and alarm means of claim 1 9 and the control means 
S3E aS tLugh S^/i^e^JSSiS point to Burris column 2. lines 23-33. Applicant also argues that the provision of 
22 Lrtr I ctaim 23 ^s no taught however, the Examiner would point to column 3, lines 8-10 of Burns. Applicant further argues that 
dried air in claim 23 s not laugni, "™e™'< ' » however the Examiner would again refer to the abstract of Conteras teaching 

5^ o^S sw¥^^ hai been motivated to susbstitute the corona discharge ozone generator of Burns for the W *n«ator of 
%Z?1JT *Z ftirthPr araues that the Examiner is now applying Conteras in this rejection based on her reference to Conteras in the 

9 ™2,t arauT^ The Examiner would maintain that the substitution is proper because the corona discharge 

^SSf^SS^^SS re?ognSed as equivalents in the art. The Examiner pointed to Conteras merely as showing the state of 
fh orior IZSSn oi fhe equSce by explicitly stating such, and thus supporting the Examiner's assertion of the recognition in 
me In The ISner notes Applicant's submission of the "Ozone Reference Guide", as indicative of some variation in system 
roo,^ e mpn^ fmThe use^ of I JV or corona discharge generators, however, the Examiner would maintain that such variations do not 
2SSS hat tS sS^ *Sw gsnemtoi form disinfecting concentrations of ozone. Finally. Applet againrefers 
fo .Stins oi ^claims 8, 14. 16-17, 19, 23 and 25 and again the Examiner would point Applicant to those recitations in Burns stated 
above and in the rejection pertaining to the limitations of those claims . 
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